Responding to students' writing is one of the most controversial topics in second-and foreign-language (SL and FL) instruction and theory. Do students benefit from teachers' corrections and written comments on their writing? If so, what types of feedback are effective? What are students' attitudes toward teacher feedback? Research evidence on the effects of error correction 28 RULA L. DIAB
and feedback on SL and FL students' writing seems to be generally inconclusive. Leki (1990) , Huntley (1992) , and Ihde (1993) all reach this conclusion based on their respective reviews of the literature on the topic. Controversy especially abounds in the area of explicit error correction, more specifically whether such correction helps SL or FL students improve the accuracy and quality of their writing (Ferris, 1999; Truscott, 1996 Truscott, , 1999 . Relevant research generally implies that SL and FL writing teachers should provide feedback on content and organization (Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Huntley, 1992; Kepner, 1991; Sheppard, 1992) . However, research on pedagogy shows that teachers' feedback often focuses on form rather than on content (Kassen, 1995) . In addition, studies exploring second-language (L2) students' preferences and reactions to teachers' feedback suggest that surface-level correction is precisely the kind of feedback these students want and expect from their teachers (Diab, 2005; Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris, 1995; Leki, 1991; Radecki & Swales, 1988; Saito, 1994; Schulz, 1996 Schulz, , 2001 . It is important that the few studies that have examined both teachers' and students' beliefs about error correction and feedback reveal several discrepancies in beliefs between the two groups (Diab, in press; Schulz, 1996 Schulz, , 2001 , which obviously may hinder successful language teaching and learning. 
In this article I present the findings of a case study aimed at investigating how university English-as-a-second-language (ESL) instructors respond to students' writing and how ESL students react to various kinds of teachers

Review of the Literature
Relevant research suggests that correction of surface-level errors in L2 classes seems to be generally ineffective. In an early study, Semke (1984) found that corrections did not increase students ' writing accuracy, fluency, or general language proficiency. Similarly, Robb, Ross, and Shortreed (1986) argued that students' writing improvement was independent of type of feedback and that direct correction of surface-level errors was not worth the instructor's time and effort even if students claimed to need it. Kepner (1991) also concluded that error correction neither helped students to avoid surfacelevel errors nor facilitated the production of higher-level writing; and Sheppard (1992) found that responding to content resulted in improvement in grammatical accuracy, whereas responding to form did not seem to have any effect on students' writing. Moreover, Ihde (1993) Fathman and Whalley (1990) found that both grammar and content feedback positively affected students' rewriting. However, one needs to keep in mind that the study reported on the short-term effects of the treatment only. Moreover, as Truscott (1996) In a more recent study, Ashwell (2000) found Yates and Kenkel (2002) emphasized the importance of identifying features of the interlanguage constructions occurring in L2 texts. Unlike Zamel (1985) , Yates and Nevertheless, both Huntley (1992) and Truscott (1996) Ferris, Pezone, Tade, and Tinti (1997) Radecki and Swales (1988) found that ESL teachers might lose their credibility among their students if they did not correct all surface errors. Similarly, Leki (1991) Enginarlar (1993) and Diab (2005) concluded that students were concerned with accuracy and perceived attention to linguistic errors as effective feedback from teachers. Saito (1994) and Ferris (1995) Schulz (1996) found that FL students favored a focus on form, but some discrepancies appeared in teachers' beliefs and in a comparison of students' and teachers' beliefs. A followup study (Schulz, 2001) In addition, the instructor emphasized the use of checklists as especially effective, particularly for the purpose of reducing the subjectivity in grading, as revealed in the following excerpt from the interview. 
Results
The results of the data analysis revealed four major categories: (a) types of feedback the instructor emphasized; (b) the instructor's beliefs about teach-
I give them [the students] the checklists before they write the drafts, because I think it helps them to see what they need to do … For me, it helps because it makes the grading process easier, sort of … it can be very holistic and then there's the danger of being subjective. If I'm looking at that checklist as I'm correcting, then it makes it easier a little bit … I always give guidelines to students, specific guidelines concerning the assignments, and the checklist is made up of these points … so I think that's very helpful, for both the instructor and the students. I really believe all writing instructors should use some sort of checklist.
Thus the instructor emphasized conferences, peer reviews, and the use of checklists as effective feedback methods supplementary to written comments on students' papers.
Feedback on a work in progress versus feedback on a final draft Not surprisingly, the instructor seemed to differentiate between providing feedback on a work in progress or rough draft and providing feedback on a final draft. As revealed in the think-aloud protocol during which the instructor was marking rough drafts, she does not provide a grade on such drafts. She also states that she tends to emphasize students' effort more heavily when correcting a final draft than a work in progress.
Since this is the first draft, I won't put a grade, but for my own use, I always put a general grade for the first draft … to refer to it later when I'm correcting the final draft. Actually, for the final draft I mostly look for the revisions, if the student revises well, takes all my comments into consideration and so on. I think that's very important, how much effort
Students' Views on Error Correction and Feedback Strategies
Much in accordance with the instructor's expectations and beliefs about ESL students, both students emphasized the importance of feedback and comments in general and the relevance of grammar and error correction in particular.
Importance of teachers' comments
Both students acknowledged that teachers' comments are essential. According to Vivian, "I read the comments at the end of the paper first, because they are the most important, but also all the comments are important I think." Moreover, Zeina said, "The more comments I see the more it's useful to me … I want to see them [comments] (Diab, 2005; Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris, 1995; Leki, 1991; Radecki & Swales; 1988; Saito, 1994; Schulz, 1996 Schulz, , 2001 , the ESL students and instructor who participated in this study seem to agree that surface-level error correction is necessary.
Nevertheless, it is essential to consider whether students who report benefiting from surface-level error correction really need it and improve because of it (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994 Radecki & Swales, 1988 Schulz (1996 Schulz ( , 2001 Ashwell (2000) and Ferris et al. (1997) , it is strongly recommended that teachers help students understand how feed-back is intended to affect their writing and why it is given as it is. Otherwise, students may not be able to interpret the teacher's feedback or act on it as the teacher has intended. Therefore, incorporating classroom discussions on error correction, feedback, and writing can be essential in helping the classroom teacher become familiar with her students' beliefs and modifying or reinforcing these beliefs accordingly.
